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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Kerji Polite appeals from a 121-month sentence imposed following
his plea of nolo contendere to possession with the intent to distribute
cocaine, 21 U.S.C. § 841(a) (1994). Polite contends that the district
court erroneously attributed drug quantities to him and that the Gov-
ernment breached the plea agreement. We have reviewed the record,
find no reversible error, and affirm.

Polite correctly acknowledges that the district court was not bound
by the parties' agreement as to the amount attributable to him for the
purposes of determining his relevant conduct under U.S. Sentencing
Guidelines Manual §§ 1B1.3, 2D1.1 (1998). See USSG § 6B1.2(a);
United States v. Fells, 920 F.2d 1179, 1184 (4th Cir. 1990); United
States v. Williams, 880 F.2d 804, 806 (4th Cir. 1989). However, a
defendant may still be entitled to relief from the district court's deci-
sion not to follow the sentencing recommendation in the plea agree-
ment if he shows that the government breached a material term of the
agreement. See United States v. Johnson, 132 F.3d 628, 630-31 (11th
Cir.), cert. denied, ___ U.S. ___, 119 S. Ct. 264 (1998); United States
v. Ringling, 988 F.2d 504, 506 (4th Cir. 1993).

While we interpret plea agreements according to contract law, we
also subject the terms of the agreement to greater scrutiny because a
defendant's constitutional rights are at stake. See Ringling, 988 F.2d
at 506. Thus, the government is held to a higher degree of responsibil-
ity when ambiguities and imprecisions in the language of the plea
agreement inure to the detriment of the defendant. See United States
v. Harvey, 791 F.2d 294, 300 (4th Cir. 1986). However, "the govern-
ment is held only to those promises that it actually made to the defen-
dant." See United States v. Peglera, 33 F.3d 412, 413 (4th Cir. 1994).

In this case, and unlike the cases cited by Polite in support of his
position, the plea agreement clearly and unambiguously left the deter-
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mination of the drug quantity to the judge. An integration clause pro-
vided that the written plea agreement represented"the entire
agreement of the parties" and "that any and all promises, representa-
tions, and statements whether prior to, contemporaneous with or
after" the adoption of the agreement were "null and void." (J.A. at
34). Moreover, the Government refused to stipulate that Polite was
responsible only for the drugs found in connection with the surveil-
lance and subsequent traffic stop of Polite and other members of his
gang on October 21, 1997. Thus, the Government did not violate any
promises that it made in order to induce Polite's plea.

We also find unpersuasive Polite's argument that he is entitled to
relief on the basis that the Government did not turn over all evidence
relevant to the finding of offender characteristics and the determina-
tion of the circumstances of the offense prior to his Fed. R. Crim. P.
11 colloquy. Although the government is encouraged to turn over
such evidence, the applicable policy statement in the sentencing
guidelines does not "confer upon the defendant any right not other-
wise recognized in law." USSG § 6B1.2, comment.

Accordingly, we affirm Polite's conviction and sentence. We dis-
pense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and argument
would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
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